This paper argues that the expansion of individual employment rights is presenting a series of challenges to the collective model of economic citizenship that prevailed in most of the AngloAmerican world during the last century. We examine developments in the management of workplace conflict in Anglo-American countries to highlight the institutional manoeuvrings that have been taking place to mould the nature of national regimes of employment rights. We argue that Governments almost everywhere are actively seeking to create institutional regimes that weaken the impact of employment legislation and we find that statutory dispute resolution agencies are eagerly trying to develop organizational identities that are aligned with rightsbased employment disputes.
Introduction
Many lament the weakening of collective industrial relations processes, but few deny that it is occurring. When these processes were thriving, they gave rise to what might be called a collective model of economic citizenship: the economic status of those in employment was determined by collective bargaining reinforced to varying degrees by other collective institutional processes. However, this collective model of economic citizenship is now in retreat and has been for some time. A battery of initiatives and programmes has been pursued almost everywhere to revive this model, but it is fair to say without much success. In this This paper suggests that the huge expansion in individual employment rights that has occurred almost simultaneously across Anglo-American countries is having a significant impact on the traditional collective model of economic citizenship. It seeks to tease out the nature and significance of the institutional changes taking place by examining the changing nature of workplace conflict and its resolution in the Anglo-American world. It suggests that a new 'rights-based' dimension is emerging to economic citizenship in these countries. Testimony to the significance of this development is the active attempts being made by Governments and employers across Anglo-American countries to institutionalise regimes of individual employment rights that are business friendly. Moreover, statutory dispute resolution agencies, once an institutional buttress of collective industrial relations, are seeking to reinvent themselves so that their services are more aligned with new emerging 'rights-based' patterns of workplace conflict. All in all, the paper suggests that economic citizenship may be institutionally mutating in the Anglo-American world.
The paper is organized as follows. The first section explains the concept of economic citizenship and shows how for a good part of the 20 th century it was embedded in a battery of collective industrial relations institutions in Anglo-American countries. The following section
suggests that the collective model of economic citizenship has been under pressure for some time and identifies the big expansion of employment legislation on individual rights across the Anglo-American world as a significant cross-country institutional development. The third section examines the extent to which the growth of individual employment rights should be seen as one example of the wider juridification of economic and social life. Next we assess attempts at creating a private ordering of the employment relationship in response to these juridification developments. The penultimate section assesses how the rise of individual employment rights has encouraged public dispute resolution bodies to reconstitute themselves internally in an effort to be aligned with rights-based employment relations activity. The conclusions bring together the arguments of the paper.
Industrial Relations and Economic Citizenship
Normally, a range of institutional rules and procedures are used to not only incorporate people into the labour market, but also to shape expectations and obligations that employees, employers and societies have for work and employment relationships (Grahl and Teague 1994) .
We call this economic citizenship, but others use different terms: for example, Kochan (1999) uses the notion of a social contract. For most of the 20 th century, Anglo-American countries had national regimes of economic citizenship, which shared both similar and distinctive features. Like Jackson and Kirsch (2014) , we consider it important not to follow the varieties of capitalism approach and characterize these countries as possessing a set of tightly prescribed common institutional traits that warrants the label of liberal market economies. The term Anglo-American world is preferred. On the one hand, it captures the reality of the countries making up this world having sufficiently common institutional features that allows them collectively to stand apart from other industrial relations systems. On the other hand, it is sufficiently open to recognize that important national institutional differences exist within the Anglo-American world. Industrial relations in the Anglo-American world consist of a distinctive bundle of converging and diverging institutional features.
In terms of economic citizenship these countries possessed regimes that were strongly collectivist in character and tended to exhibit a number of institutional features. Almost everywhere trade unions were assigned a special public status and played an important role in securing and upholding economic citizenship. Typically, trade unions entered into a collective agreement with employers which involved balancing conflicting interests to ascribe rights and obligations to individual workers and enterprises in a way that tended to exclude serious conflict between them (Streeck 2005) . With the possible exception of the USA, this collective model of economic citizenship drove the forward march of labour during the 1950s and 1960s.
This collective model of economic citizenship was influential in setting pay and working conditions for employees in different organizations. It also underpinned the functioning of occupational labour markets. By validating economy-wide training and skills qualifications systems, collective industrial relations institutions conferred on workers pre-contractual rights as a series of expectations and obligations were created for employees and employers about how work should be organized and the employment relationship managed (Streeck 2012 ).
Thus, membership of an occupation or craft became a status relationship which ran in parallel with the contracts entered into by individuals. The specific nature of services and of remuneration is governed by free contract, but is embedded in an invariant structure of obligations which ensures the competence, responsibility and probity of the practitioner. The client or firm thus had a guarantee which made it possible to employ or transact with any recognized member of an occupation: the counterpart of this for craft workers was precisely their mobility from one client or firm to another (Ryan 2010).
Solving workplace conflict was also influenced by the collective model of economic citizenship. Typically, formalised procedures, usually embedded in collective agreements, operated to address workplace disciplinary and grievance matters, as well as disputes that arose between unions and employers (Lewin 2008) . In relation to grievances affecting individuals or disputes affecting groups of employees, the procedures normally involved several formal steps, the first of which required employees to put in writing a grievance or to register a dispute in an equally formal manner. After submitting a formal grievance, the individual employee was normally represented by a trade union shop steward and then possibility by a trade union official if the grievance travelled up the organizational hierarchy. In the same way, a dispute affecting a group of employees was commonly addressed initially at a first stage of procedure by an engagement between the parties immediately affected and management. On the management side, progressively higher levels of managers become involved if the grievance or dispute was not resolved at the first or intermediary stage of the procedure. The last stage of the procedure invariably involves a formal adjudication of the grievance or dispute. Thus, in the post-war period economic citizenship involved using collective institutions to establish the terms through which people were incorporated into working life (Edwards 1986 ).
It is not excessive to argue that this collective model of economic citizenship created public goods in the labour market. Economic theory tends to see public goods as given; as determined by objective characteristics of the good in question that prevent it from being privately appropriated. It is more realistic, however, to see public goods as socially constructed; as being based on a gradually widening recognition of the common benefits arising from a particular type of public provision and of how that provision might be arranged (Touffut 2003) . Although voluntarist in character and not formally part of the State, collective employment relations in Anglo-American countries operated in a way that produced, almost by surrogate, public good
effects. An important outcome of the institutions of collective economic citizenship was to connect together in a complementary way equity and efficiency.
Establishing economic citizenship through collective industrial relations institutions was more or less common to all Anglo-American countries -it was a key convergence dynamic. At the same time, the institutional architecture of this collective model of economic citizenship differed across these countries. In the UK and Ireland, the organizing principle of collective economic citizenship was created and sustained by a system of voluntarist industrial relations.
A voluntarist system of industrial relations is premised on freedom of contract and freedom of association, and in terms of the British/Irish tradition, is based on free collective bargaining on the one hand and relative legal abstention in industrial relations on the other. At the same time, the voluntary tradition never meant a total rejection of public intervention or labour law, but merely a preference for joint trade union and employer regulation of employment relations.
Sometimes, it is suggested that voluntarist industrial relations was an institutional feature of all Anglo-American countries in the era of collective economic citizenship. However, this is a mistaken view. In Australia and New Zealand, for most of the 20 th century, there was a fair amount of regulation of wage determination through a national system of conciliation and compulsory arbitration (see Lansbury and Wailes 2011 and Walsh 1993 The collective bargaining systems in the USA and Canada, although not fully similar, have more in common with each other than with other countries in the Anglo-American world (Troy 2000) . In both countries, a system of federal and state (provincial) bodies was created to certify trade unions as the bargaining agents for particular groups of workers. This certification process imposes an obligation on the employer to engage in collective bargaining. Within this system, both employers and trade unions have a duty to bargain in good faith, with an expectation that strikes or lock-outs would not occur during the period of a collective agreement. In both countries, a battery of dispute resolution processes were established, including facilities for conciliation, mediation and arbitration, to assist the negotiation of collective agreements as well as to address any conflict concerning the interpretation and applicability of any collective agreement. Yet important differences exist between the USA and Canada. First of all, the nuts and bolts of the certification procedures differed in important ways between the two countries. Secondly, while compulsory arbitration is built into most collective bargaining agreements, Canada possesses more active public dispute resolution bodies, mostly at provincial level, to assist parties seeking to settle workplace disputes. In the USA, apart from the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FCMS), no statutory body exists to address employment-related disputes, particularly of an individual kind -these have to be channelled into the formal judicial process.
Thus, there was a fair degree of divergence in the national institutional structures that housed the collective model of economic citizenship across Anglo-American countries. Despite this diversity, this collective model of economic citizenship has been under severe pressure for some time, fragmenting almost everywhere, and although it has not disappeared, it has been seriously weakened. Fewer and fewer employees are being incorporated into work and employment through collectively determined terms and conditions. Apart from a few enclaves in the private sector, collective models of economic citizenship are mostly the preserve of public sector employment in Anglo-American countries, even though these sectors are encountering the turbulent gales of restructuring and retrenchment.
< Figure 1 here>
The two big indicators of the fragmentation of collective economic citizenship are the decline of trade union density and the sharp fall in collective-based employment disputes across AngloAmerican countries. In line with a universal trend, trade union density levels, as shown in Figure 1 , have declined in all these countries over the past three decades, in some cases sharply, to the extent that everywhere only a minority of private sector employees are unionized: in all countries, aggregate density rates are buoyed by higher membership levels amongst public sector employees. In most countries, the incidence of collective employment disputes has reached record low levels -the trend is set out in Figure 2 . Most of the disputes that do occur are related to public sector issues. It is not an exaggeration to suggest that strike action as a strategic option for private sector trade unions is virtually extinct. Only the most optimistic would deny that the old collective model of economic citizenship is not under serious institutional stress. 
The Emergence of Employment Rights
Across all Anglo-American industrial relations systems there has been a big expansion of individual employment rights legislation. < Table 1 Habermas (1987) argues that modern societies are becoming more juridified. He considered this juridification process as consisting of a number of interdependent elements. One is that law comes to regulate an ever increasing range of social and economic life. Another is that the resolution of all sorts of social and economic conflicts is secured through the use or with reference to the law. A further element is the growing power of the legal profession and the legal system more generally. A final element is the creation of a legal framing process, which encourages people to increasingly think of themselves and others as legal subjects. This framework can be employed to suggest that the expansion of individual employment rights may be more important than is often suggested in the industrial relations literature: a juridification process may be taking hold with regard the governance of the employment relationship in Anglo-American countries.
Using the law as a basic frame of reference to protect and advance employment protection has not emerged as a coherent industrial relations model anywhere even though some employer groups across Anglo-American countries repeatedly complain that employment legislation has produced a litigious culture at the workplace. Yet, the huge increase in the number of rightsbased workplace disputes in the wake of the adoption of employment rights legislation across the Anglo-American world strongly suggests that employees are more readily prepared to use the law to address work related matters. A stark example of this behaviour is in the UK where low paid women workers have successfully used 'no win no fee' solicitors to lodge equal pay cases at the Employment Tribunal. It is estimated that over 50,000 of such claims have been lodged so far by local government workers and 10,000 by health care workers. Some estimates suggest that compensation payments in these cases could cost up to £10 billion. Other big companies such as Asda and Sports Direct have also been on the losing end of cases brought to employment tribunals by employees with the use of 'no-win no fee' solicitors.
Thus, the juridification of labour markets centred largely on the growth of individual employment rights may not automatically fit with the collective model of economic citizenship. Collective bargaining will continue to play an important role in setting the terms and conditions through which employees are incorporated into workplaces. At the same tie, a rights-based model of economic citizenship envisages more decentred and multifarious forms of collective action in labour markets: the protection and advancement of employee interests at work are likely to be seen as being secured by a multiplicity of social groups using a variety of mobilization strategies. Accordingly, the representative monopoly enjoyed by trade unions will be weakened, but not marginalized. At the same time, it is a model that emphasizes that individuals will only fully realize themselves and their interests by actively engaging in wider labour market-related and civic associations (Rosanvallon 2006) . Few serious discussions are occurring in the industrial relations literature about a rights based model of economic citizenship. There is even little discussion about the extent to which the juridification of modern life may be fragmenting economic citizenship into individual and collective components.
In the absence of these discussions, the general trend is to treat the expansion of employment rights as having next to no far reaching impact. Yet, if we look across the Anglo-American world active efforts are occurring to design institutional arrangements to dull the impact of the expansion of employment rights, a process that is particularly manifest in relation to workplace conflict and its resolution. In most Anglo-American countries, Governments backed by employers have been actively pursuing strategies aimed at weakening the impact of individual employment rights legislation: hoping to design employment rights regimes that are businessfriendly. In the same vein, public dispute resolution bodies in Anglo-American countries have responded to the growth of rights-based workplace conflict by seeking to shred the organizational identity that ties them to collective industrial relations processes. Instead they are seeking to develop a new identity that is more aligned with rights-based, individualized forms of employment conflict. In other words, the emergence of rights-based employment legislation has led to a flurry of institutional activity and organizational innovation that mostly seeks to weaken the impact of employment legislation, to reducing the possibilities of any significant moves towards a rights-based model of economic citizenship. These developments suggest that the steady expansion of individual employment rights legislation is anything but a side-show: if the rise of individual employment rights is so innocuous why is so much effort being made to ensure these are implemented in a business-friendly manner? The nature and extent of these efforts are discussed below.
Individual Employment Rights and the Institutional Ordering of the Employment Relationship
The proliferation of individual employment rights has had important, although diverse, effects on public policy frameworks used to manage workplace conflict. In the United States, probably the country with the weakest institutional support arrangements to assist workplace conflict resolution, the emergence of employment rights has triggered a decisive move towards the private ordering of the employment relationship (Estlund 2010) . Unlike most other AngloAmerican countries, the USA never created a body like an employment tribunal or industrial relations court to address specifically legally-based employment disputes. As a result, cases of this kind had to be addressed by the normal civil court system. Of course, this made the vindication of legally-based employment disputes a very legalistic, costly and protracted affair -on average it takes a minimum of 2 years before a case gets to trial (Colvin 2012) . Despite these undoubted hurdles, a massive jump occurred in the number of employment-related legal cases going before the courts during the 1990s. A factor fuelling this increase was the big financial awards secured by successful claimants: the median award in successful cases in statelevel courts was $176,000 while the median figure for successful cases in Federal Courts was $394,000. Thus, potentially handsome rewards awaited those prepared to endure the arduous legal journey to vindicate employment rights.
Employers were obviously nervous that the enlarged body of statutory employment rights was triggering a major increase in litigation cases against organizations with potentially large costly implications. In response, some organizations began writing employment contracts which required prospective employees to sign, as a condition of recruitment, a commitment to arbitrate alleged breaches of statutory rights and forgo their right to pursue their case in the courts (Stone 2000) . Considerable uncertainty existed about the legality of obliging potential employees to waive their right to use the courts to vindicate alleged breaches of employment law. However, this uncertainty was cleared up when in 1991 the USA Supreme Court ruled in the Gilmer case that it was legally permissible for organizations to ask employees to use arbitration to resolve legally-based employment disputes. This decision gave employers the green light to develop employment contracts that contained binding arbitration clauses as an alternative to litigation. Contracts of this kind make it legally difficult for workers to use the courts to enforce statutory employment rights (Lipsky et al. 2003) . As a result, the number of employment contracts stipulating that employment disputes will be settled by arbitration has increased significantly, with the effect of blocking off many employees from a battery of employment rights. Legally-based employment grievances are increasingly being addressed through private systems of justice operating inside organizations (Lipsky and Avgar 2008) .
Australia and New Zealand have been travelling a turbulent institutional path triggered largely by political efforts to weaken the public dimension to workplace dispute resolution. In New Zealand, a root and branch transformation of existing institutional support systems for collective industrial relations was attempted through the Employment Contracts Act 1991 (Grills 1994) . This piece of legislation ended state registration and regulation of trade unions and abolished the rewards systems that allowed public institutions to intervene in collective bargaining processes and effectively establish going-rates-of-pay in particular business sectors. The Act also strongly advocated the resolution of employment disputes within organizations.
Thus, the Act was a radical plan to weaken collective industrial relations and create an overarching institutional structure for individual employment disputes, with a strong emphasis on non-judicial resolution methods (Walker and Hamilton 2009) . Unsurprisingly, trade unions strongly opposed this development, claiming it represented a 'privatization' of the dispute resolution system. As a result, when a Labour Government regained power it passed the Employment Relations Act 2000, which sought to shift the balance towards collective bargaining and away from individual employment rights (Waldegrave et al. 2003) . However, these efforts to give collective bargaining and trade unionism a shot in the arm have had limited success and the New Zealand institutional system to support the resolution of workplace conflict remains firmly focused on individual disputes.
Like New Zealand, the hallmarks of the Australian collective industrial relations systems was a centralized conciliation and arbitration system and an awards system that ensured public regulation of aspects of wage setting by organizations. These twin pillars of collective industrial relations system were weakened somewhat by the Industrial Relations Reform Act 1993, but more far reaching change was wrought by two subsequent pieces of legislation, the (Forsyth 2012) . However, it is too early to say whether it is being successful in performing this role, although initial indications are positive.
In the UK, the institutional structure established to assist the resolution of collective industrial disputes has more or less stopped functioning. Saundry and Gill (2014) Thus, the debate about the rise of individual employment legislation in the UK has not been framed in terms of making it easier for employees to vindicate rights or designing more effective enforcement strategies, but about addressing legally-based employment grievances as informally as possible. The expressed aim of public policy is to reduce the amount of cases heard by employment tribunals by developing more non-legalistic procedures through which claims have to pass through before they reach a full hearing (BIS 2011). Side-by-side with these efforts to address legally-based disputes informally, there has been several policy proposals made by Government advisors, backed up by a concerted business lobby, to weaken the scope and depth of existing employment rights. Overall, the narrative of employment rights placing an unnecessary burden on business is more pervasive than the counter story that employees, particularly those in precarious jobs, should be able to vindicate their employment rights easily.
In contrast to other Anglo-American countries, Ireland is an interesting case. Even though Ireland also experienced the big expansion in individual employment rights legislation that was occurring elsewhere, there has been no neo-liberal assault on the country's statutory dispute resolution agencies (see Teague 2013) . To a large extent, this is due to the country having until recently a national system of social partnership, which functioned mostly to veto change rather than to advance employment relations innovations. Instead, the effect of the new regime of in Australia, appears to be well-suited to the new emerging model of rights-based economic citizenship. The evidence suggests that people in precarious employment find it a relatively accessible service (Hahn and Teague 2013) . Moreover, its reluctance to enforce prescriptive rules mechanistically, preferring instead to use its discretionary authority to work out customized solutions to specific disputes allows it to secure compliance with employment standards without being overly legalistic. Other Anglo-American countries could certainly learn from this service. Currently, the Irish dispute resolution system is being reformed to make it a more streamlined service. For the most part, this is an administrative exercise and will not lead to radical change in how disputes are addressed in the country. The Rights Commissioners are likely to remain the most important conflict management service.
Because the Canadian statutory dispute resolution system is so dispersed across a number of different institutions at both federal and provincial levels of government, identifying a pattern or single response to the emergence of a rights-based employment relations regime is not easy.
But it is fair to say that there has been no concerted effort to uproot established public/statutory 
Individual Employment Rights and Institutional Adaptation
Across the Anglo-American world during the collective economic citizenship era there was recognition that occasionally disputes would get so intractable that the parties involved would require external assistance to resolve the conflict. As a result, it was widely accepted that statutory rules of the game or procedures were needed to assist the resolution of workplace disputes that had reached an impasse (Dunlop and Zach 1997) . Although, the actual design of statutory dispute resolution procedures varied considerably across Anglo-American countries, most countries created some form of quasi-governmental agency or service to provide a range of conflict management procedures -usually some combination of arbitration, conciliation and mediation, if not all three -to help solve mostly collective workplace problems. Invariably, information, advice and training were also provided to encourage high quality dispute resolution processes in organizations. Overall, the lion's share of the work of the public dispute resolution agencies addressed workplace conflict that was collective in nature. With the continuous fall-off in strikes and related forms of collective industrial relations disputes, almost everywhere these agencies have found that they no longer need to commit the level of resources previously necessary to address this form of workplace conflict. Perhaps more importantly, some of these organizations have become concerned that their very raison d'etre is in jeopardy such has been the scale of decline in collective industrial disputes. Thus, over the past decade a trend common to all Anglo-American countries has been efforts by public employment dispute resolution agencies to introduce a series of internal reforms aimed at aligning their organizations more fully with the individualized character of much contemporary workplace conflict.
In the USA, the Federal Conciliation and Mediation Service (FCMS), established in the first instance to assist trade unions and employers settle collective bargaining disputes, has been busy on a number of fronts in its endeavours to reshape its organizational identity. First of all, it has sought to broaden its customer base by offering conflict management services to help settle environmental, community and commercial problems. In other words, it no longer wishes to deal exclusively with conflict associated with management of the employment relationship.
In addition, the organization has been eagerly trying to commercialize its activities by offering a wide range of fee paying conflict management training programmes both inside the USA and internationally (Strimling 2002) . In relation to workplace conflict management, the FCMS has sought to get in tune with emerging trends in relation to organizational conflict management systems by actively promoting the diffusion of a range of ADR practices. Its active support for the development of a workplace ADR system at the United States Postal Service (UPSS) is one renowned example of this type of activity (Bingham 2003) .
In Canada, various public employment dispute resolution agencies at federal and provincial level have sought to reorient what they do by increasing the number of informal, non-judicial dispute resolution services they deliver. Most of these concern the development of some type of ADR initiative to encourage the settlement of (mostly) encouraged to make greater use of mediation and conciliation methods to settle disputes. Thus, the Canadian statutory dispute resolution agencies have sought to reform from within to avoid having to rely solely on formal semi-judicial methods to address legally-based employment complainants. Promoting informal conflict management procedures in the face of the emergence of formal employment rights appears to be the dominant strategy.
In the UK, ACAS has responded to the big drop in collective-based industrial disputes by developing initiatives that set out to settle legally-based employment disputes informally. Part of this work has involved refocusing its conciliation activities by offering a pre-claim conciliation (PCC) service to those involved in an Employment Tribunal case (Urwin et al. 2013 ). In addition, the organization has started to strongly promote mediation as a method for resolving workplace disputes. A high profile review of the employment tribunal system -the methods of resolving workplace conflict and to promote employment practices that will help prevent disputes arising in the first place (Corby and Latreille 2012) .
A characteristic of the Irish public system to support employment dispute resolution is that it is fragmented across a range of agencies. The decline in collective disputes alongside the growth of legally-based employment disputes has led to a number of changes to the Irish system. First of all, considerably more resources have been allocated to the Rights Commissioners -there numbers have more than doubled-so that they can cope with the big increase in the number of individual employment rights disputes. In addition, a more comprehensive training and support programme has been devised for the Commissioners.
Other parts of the employment dispute resolution system have also been introducing new programmes and policies, largely to promote the informal resolution of workplace conflict (see Teague and Thomas 2008) . The Labour Relation Commission, which performs a similar role to that of ACAS in the UK, has shifted the emphasis away from collective conciliation. Instead, it has launched a new mediation service and increased its advisory services aimed at promoting high quality employment practices. Currently, the Irish employment dispute resolution system is being overhauled to make it less fragmented and more efficient. A likely result of these reforms is that mediation and preventive conflict management initiatives will acquire a stronger role (Teague 2013) . In this respect, Ireland will be following the path being travelled by conflict management agencies in other Anglo-American countries.
As mentioned already the institutional adaption of public employment dispute resolution bodies in both Australia and New Zealand has been more politicized than in any other part of the Anglo-American world (Harbridge et al. 2006) . Politically driven reform has led to a good deal of instability in the functioning of these bodies: policy innovation was designed more to meet political demands than to meet unfolding workplace conflict management developments.
Over the past decade or so, both countries have left behind previous efforts to 'privatize' workplace conflict management. In New Zealand, a new Employment Relations Authority was created to reconstitute the public dispute resolution system. This Authority, like similar organizations in other Anglo-American countries, has placed mediation and preventive conflict management at the centre of its corporate strategy (Martin and Woodhams 2007) . Work Ombudsman simultaneously pursues informal and formal strategies. It is innovative because it is seeking ways to not only improve employee knowledge of prevailing employment rights, but also to make it easier to vindicate these rights.
The preceding assessment suggests that public dispute resolution bodies across the AngloAmerican world are no longer primarily engaged in resolving big collective industrial relations disputes from which, paradoxically, they largely gained their institutional legitimacy. For sure, they continue to be engaged in the resolution of collective forms of workplace conflict, but everywhere there appears to be recognition that an exclusive focus on this type of work is the pathway to institutional marginalization. In nearly all Anglo-American countries, the emphasis is on developing new programmes and activities that are relevant to the smaller-scale, mostly individualized employment disputes that are replacing strikes and other forms of collective disputes as the dominant form of workplace conflict. In other words, most statutory dispute resolution bodies have launched a process of internal organizational mutation that seeks to complement the growth of individual employment rights by developing informal conflict management policies such as mediation. The big drawback with this approach is that these changes are being introduced in the context of too little being done to help employees vindicate employment rights.
< Table 2 here>   Table 2 synthesizes the institutional adaptations that have been triggered by the growth of rights-based workplace conflict and which have been reviewed in the last two sections. One easily discerned common pattern is the growth almost everywhere in informal procedures such as mediation and other ADR initiatives for the resolution of workplace conflict. The promotion of these arrangements should not be seen as being of a piece with efforts at the private ordering of the employment relationship: even in the circumstances of a strong supportive regime for the vindication of employment rights, public dispute resolution agencies are going to promote informal conflict management strategies. Thus, informal conflict management is likely to be a key future theme in the resolution of workplace conflict across the Anglo-American world.
The review also shows that attempts at the private ordering of the employment relationship through hindering the ability of employees to vindicate of employment rights has meet with different levels of success. The USA has travelled furthest down this road, followed closely by the UK. However, attempts at implementing such a strategy in Australia and New Zealand have However, an important convergence dynamic might be emerging across these countries as a result of the organizational renewal strategies being pursued by statutory dispute resolution agencies. In particular, the endeavours being made by these bodies to connect with the growing incidence of rights-based employment disputes may lend greater institutional support for the diffusion of innovative conflict management practices such as mediation. These developments suggest that the governance of the employment relationship in Anglo-American world will continue to display both similarities and differences. However, the emergence of employment rights regimes is changing the institutional character of these converging and diverging tendencies. Previously these countries diverged principally around the manner in which the institutionally housed the collective model of economic citizenship. Nowadays, they diverge on the institutional systems they are building for individual employment rights regimes that have emerged simultaneously across countries.
Overall, the fallout from all the institutional activity that has been arisen in the wake of the growth of individual employment rights has been a further, if uneven, move away from the old collective model of economic citizenship. No decisive advance has been made towards a rightsbased model of economic citizenship which would allow for the more effective enforcement of employment legislation as well as the encouragement of decentralized social mobilization on improving the workplace for employees. For the most part, thinking about how employment rights can be utilized to promote employee-friendly policies remains underdeveloped. In most Anglo-American countries, the institutional toing-and-froing to establish the nature and scope of the architecture to house individual employment rights is likely to continue. As a result, economic citizenship in most of these countries is likely to be fragmented, consisting of an untidy mixture of both collective and rights-based processes being used to defend the interests of employees at the workplace. Unfortunately, an inevitable consequence of this fragmentation is that many employees will fall between the gaps of these collective and rights-based processes, marooned with no protection. 
Australia
Growth in individual employment rights legislation has led to a big increase in the number of rights-based cases being addressed by statutory dispute resolution agencies. This development has been the centre of highly contentious political activity: right-of-centre Governments have sought to weaken the statutory dispute resolution agencies and promote the private ordering of the employment relationship whereas left-of-centre Governments have sought to modernise these agencies so that these can address both collective and rights-based disputes. The existing Fair Work Commission has sought to introduce interesting innovations such as the Fair Work Ombudsman that seeks to make it easier for employees to vindicate employment rights. Greater emphasis is placed by the dispute resolution agencies on the use of practices such as mediation to resolve conflict informally at the workplace.
Canada
The Canadian case is complex as both federal and provincial levels of government have an active role in the resolution of workplace conflict, but it is mostly a story of institutional continuity: there has been no concerted effort to uproot established statutory dispute resolution agencies, although small scale reforms have been introduced in response to the growth of rights-based employment disputes. The country's FCMS has been actively promoting mediation and other ADR practices to develop a strong non-judicial pathway for the resolution of rightsbased employment cases. The Public Service Relations Board in the early 2000s launched an innovative Informal Conflict Management initiative with the aim of diffusing in different parts of the public sector a set of interrelated ADR procedures. The emphasis has been on the development of informal workplace conflict management at all levels without any attempt being made to weaken the vindication of employment rights through the law.
Ireland
The standout feature of the statutory dispute resolution regime in Ireland is the Rights Commissioners service, which individual employee can access relatively easily to vindicate employment rights. Rights Commissioners use a form of med/arb to resolve dispute. A twenty year regime of social partnership has kept in check any public policy moves towards the private ordering of the employment relationship. The main dispute resolution agency, the LRC, has adopted a new mediation programme and developed other advisory, which is in line with their counterparts elsewhere. Currently the statutory dispute resolution machinery is being overhauled for efficiency and not ideological reasons, but the consequence is likely to be an even greater emphasis being placed on preventive and informal forms of conflict management in the future.
